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Iraluatien Criteria 

Individual evaluation statements were provided for most of the 
position# covered cm the survey. The basis for the evaluations varied 
from case to case and no atteiqpt we made to routinise the approach 
into an invariable format or to choose one evaluation Method and 
pursue it to the exclusion of all others. As a result the statements 
vary from a staple citation of precedent to some rather full-blown 
analyses of external comparisons! scans statements use the full factor- 
analysis treatment prescribed by the official position description 
format and otherssare confined to using only one or two of them. 

The only criterion that was universally applied, although not always 
successfully, was the matter of the evaluation being discriminating in 
tens of a specific grade level. Some of the methods used to pursue 
this end. are discussed below. 

JU ' Precedent Allocations 

It was decided at the outset of the survey that as a general rule 
a position which had been allocated within the recent past and had not 
changed in any significant aspect since that time, would as a matter 
of eoursft be sustained at the grade level previously accorded. This 
served to effectively and expeditiously classify large groups of 
positions by mma of citing a precedent, Where official position 
descriptions had been prepared supporting the allocations used as a 
precedents, the task of evaluation was considerably stapler than in 
eases where the classification was either documented by unofficial 
descriptions or not documented at all. In the latter cases, it was 
necessary in many instances to trace the grade structure back through 
time by devious and often hit-or-miss methods, including reliance on 
the memories of associates and supervisors for clarifying information 
not available in the written record. This latter condition, that of 
having grades of positions officially approved without official sup- 
porting documentation or even unofficial documentation, is a peculiarity 
«f the Agency's classification doctrine which should be subjected to 
exhaustive study. Such a study is beyond the scope of this present 
writing, except to note that the problem of whether or not to honor 
ft T/O allocation in absence of a supporting and validating (M> alloca- 
tion presented questions for which no ultimate general resolutions 
could fee found. 

B. CSC Standards 

CSC standards were resorted to wherever they were applicable but 
their use was Halted, In ease cases there were no standards covering 
the type of positions encountered in the survey. In others, when 
standards existed for a given series, their application would have 
gives results markedly in conflict with a decision previously made, or 
would have resulted in a grade seriously at variance with internal 
grade patterns which were not based on standards. 


Approved For Release 2002/05/08 


g|D^78-0471 8A001 1 00050062-8 



Approved For Release 2002/05/08 : CIA-FbP78-04718A001 100050062-8 


C. Agency Position Standards 

f tar Ag ency standards hare been published as of this writing and 
of those pub lishe d the only one applicable to positions covered in 
the survey is that covering Courier work. Unpublished standards on 
Logistics type positions had been developed in certain instances as 
far as a preliminary draft, These ware not, however, susceptible to 
w» since the grads distinctions sere for the most part mural ida ted. 
km s setter of fact, the survey findings made necessary major changes 
In at least one of the standards which had been drafted prior to the 
survey, 

B. Position Standards of other Agencies 

Sa the case of numerous positions in the Logistics Office, the 
Jtz«y^Iir rorce Vage Board Flan provided a read? frame of reference, 

2n applying gradients for WB-type Jobs under this plan, the specifica- 
tlohs isveXoped by the Any and Air Force were weed insofar as they 
were applicable, with due weight being given to difficulties accruing 
from the nature of Agency activities. Previous determinations had been 
wade for certain bey or •benchmark" Jobs in the category! these were 
not reappraised, it being assumed that the previous interpretation was 
» proper application of the VB standards, with difficulties peculiar to 
the Agency weighted appropriately. Recognising the prior determinations 
m the "benchmark* Jobs as remaining valid gave a framework on which 
the rest of the WB grade pattern could be developed. 

S. Lithographic Wage Board Standards 

Sham stands ids continued to be valid for most ©f the categories 
«f printing positions found at the various plants of the Printing 
and Reproduction Division. It should be noted that certain printing 
positions, on the basis of precedent, were continued under the OF 
Schedule, whit* is based on negotiated wage rates said does not entail 
a grading plan, 

?. Position Comparisons 

Both internal said external comparisons were used. In general, the 
Internal comparisons call for no specific comment, lb© external com- 
parisons, used largely for positions in the Procurement Division, 
tended to suppress rather than support grades now given or proposed 
fear Agency work specialties. Even granting the Agency* s undotfcted 
peculiarities and giving due weight to the complexities of providing 
logistic® support to a world-wide clandestine program, external ccan- 
parlsons had to be most liberally interpreted to even approximate the 
grads patterns felt by the Logistics Office to be commensurate for 
Its work specialties. In a situation of this sort there are two oppos- 
ing evils t (1) using the lowest comparatives available, with the 
possible effect of depressing the grate pattern below that needed t© 
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attract and hold adequate persennelj or (2) over-weighting the factors 
peculiar to the Agency, resulting in an inflated grade pattern in 
terse «f other government operations, over-recruiting, and perhaps 

fmw <jf an unwarranted sun of tax money for the services being 
performed* The complications of drifting into either of the two 
extremes are manifold. An emest effort was made to choose a 
judicious midpoint between the®. 


CU JPesition Hanking 

fM« method was used by itaelf and in conjunction with one or 
mere of the other evaluation methods applied, and was frequently used 
m the cogent argument in conflicting determinations. As in the case 
5 US-type positions alluded to above, benchmark positions were sought 
S g gr ade allocations of which could be considered reasonably firm, 
e*g, the long-range planning position in the flaming Staff. On the 
of comparison with the benchmark positions selected, other 
pas itions in the same organisation component or in the same line of 
weak wen aligned into an internally consistent grade pattern. 


2s applying any of the above approaches to grading individual 
positions, pr ime consideration was given to the matter of internal con- 
a gritd© wits soiigttt which wss s^uitehl^ wiifoin 

individual comments and equitable between components of the logistics 
Office . To the extent that this objective was achieved, the survey 
findings with respect to logistics-support type positions can be used 
m a basis for aligning positions of this type found In ope rating 
offices, particularly in the DD/P complex, both headquarters and field* 
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